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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
November 3, 1965
To:

All Members of the Faculty

From:

John N. Durrie, Secretary

Subject:

Meeting of University Faculty

The first 1965-66 meeting of the University Faculty will be held on
Tuesday, November
~. 9th, in Mitchell Hall 101, at 4:00 p.m.
The agenda will include the following items:
1.

Nominations by the Policy Committee to fill vacancies on standing
committees -- Professor Weihofen.

2.

Presentation of memorial minute for Mr. C. P. Rumph, Instructor
in Mathematics -- Professor Blum.

3.

Proposed change of name for undergraduate degrees in music and
music education
Dean Adams (Statement attached.)

4.

Proposed change in Law School graduation requirement -- Dean
Christopher.
(Statement attached.)

5.

Proposed new department in the College of Education
-- Dean Travelstead.
(Statement attached.)

6.

Proposed Policy on Off-Campus Speakers -- Professor Weihofen
for the Policy Committee.
(Statement attached.)

7.

Annual report of the Athletic Council, as required by Faculty
by-laws -- Professor Daub.

8.

Annual report of the Scholarships and Prizes Committee,
as required by Faculty by-laws -- Professor Bryant.

Enclosures:

0

~

Voting Faculty, Semester I, 1965-66.
Summarized Minutes, June 2, 1965.

As in previous years, meetings of the University Faculty will
n rmally be held on the second Tuesday of each month during the
school year except when there are no items of business to justify a
meeting. Items for the agenda should reach me not later than Monday
morning of the preceding week.
In the event that an item is received
after the deadline or otherwise does not appear on the mimeographed
agenda, the items shall be introduced to the Faculty, by the responsible person, under the heading of "new business." The call for this,
together with requests for "old business" and announcements, will
follow items listed on the regular agenda . Although it is always
~referable that any pertinent written material about proposals requiring Faculty action be distributed with the agenda in advance of the
meeting, the Secretary will still be happy to distribute a.t ,·:t:'}re:...meet.i!ng a:r.1y, materia:I··:c:omce.rri.i::n·g ··t.ast~n~ee :i.tems which are to be introduced under "new business."
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~culty Meeting
November 9, 1965
(Summarized Minutes)
The November 9, 1965, meeting of the University Faculty was called
to order by President Popejoy at 4:00 p.m., with a quorum present.

I ;

Professor Weihofen, for the Policy Committee, nominated the following as replacements on standing committees for 1965-66: Professor
Liker (Contract Research and Patent) and Professor Carney (Curricula).
These nominations were approved by the ~aculty.
·
A memorial minute for Mr. c. P. Rumph, Instructor in Mathematics,
was read by Professor Blum. The Faculty adopted this memorial
minute and directed that a copy be sent to Mrs. Rumph.

,,

Dean Adams, speaking for the College of Fine Arts and the College
of Education, recommended the following changes of name for bachelor
degrees: the degrees of Bachelor of Music and Bachelor of Music
Education for students majoring in music and music education,
respectively, who would have received the degree of Bachelor of
Fine Arts in Music: the degree of Bachelor of Music Education for
those majoring in music education who would have received the
degree of Bachelor of Education. The Faculty approved this
recommendation.
Upon the motion of Dean Christopher, the Faculty approved the
recommendation of the Law School that the present total of 83
semester hours required for graduation be increased to 86 hours,
applicable to students (including transfers) who enter the School
during and after Semester I, 1966-67.
Dean Travelstead, on behalf of the College of Education, recommended
that a new department in the College be organized, to be known as
the Department of Guidance and Special Education. The Faculty
approved this recommendation.
A proposed policy on off-campus speakers was submitted by Professor
Weihofen for the Policy Committee. After considerable discussion,
the Faculty voted to amend the preamble by adding the following
sentence: "with regard to speakers invited by students, this
responsibility rests ultimately with the students themselves." A
subsequent motion to refer the entire policy statement back to
the Policy Committee for additional study was then approved.
The meeting adjourned at 5:25 p.m.

John N. Durrie, Secretary
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November 9, 1965

The November 9th meeting of the Faculty of the
University of New Mexico was called to order at 4:05 p.m.
with a quorum present, President Popejoy presiding.
PRESIDENT POPEJOY There must be something very
interesting in the Agenda today. The first item on the
Agenda will be a report fran the Policy Committee, suggesting we fill vacancies on some of the standing committees. Professor Weihofen.

.' !

. . : ~q ·

PROFESSOR WEIHOFEN Resignations and departures
Replacements
on Standing
have left a vacancy on each of two committees, the ConCommittees
tract Research and Patent Committee, and the Curricula
Committee. On the first, Dr. Stanley Caplan has left us
and, on the second, Professor Gary Bizzell. To fill these
vacancies the Policy Committee recommends to the Faculty
the election of Allan Liker on the Contract Research and
Patent Committee to replace Dr. Caplan and, on the Curricula Committee, the election of John B. Carney of Civil
Engineering. We submit this report. I believe this is
merely a kind of nomination to the Faculty.
POPEJOY

I think a motion is in order.

WEIHOFEN So I will move the election of these
two faculty members.
POPEJOY

Second?

DEAN CLOUGH

..

Second.

POPEJOY Are there any additional nominations?
All in favor?

FACULTY

Aye.

POPEJOY Opposed? •• Carried. Next will be a
Memorial Minute for Instructor C. P. Rumph, to be given
by Professor Blum.

Memorial
Minute for
Mr. Rumph .

11/9/65, p. 2

PROFESSOR BLUM Clarice Pierce Rumph, Instructor in Mathematics at the University since 1954, died
suddenly on July 19, 1965, in his sixty-fifth year.
An active man throughout his life, he was stricken with
a fatal heart attack while playing golf on the University
course.
A native of Texas, Mr. Rumph received his
bachelor's degree in mathematics at the University of
Texas in 1923 and his master's degree in educational
psychology from the same institution in 1924. From then
until 1929 he served respectively as Associate Professor
of Mathematics at North Texas Agricultural College and
for the next three years as professor and head of the
Mathematics Department at Amarillo Junior College.
His academic career was interrupted for
eighteen years of federal service. From 1936 to 1944 he
was field office manager for the Social Security Board,
and for the next ten years served as chairman of the
Veterans Administration Rating Board.
In 1954 he returned to academic life and
joined the University of New Mexico as Instructor in
Mathematics. In his rrore than ten years of service at
this institution he taught primarily freshman courses
in algebra, trigonometry and analytic geometry, and was
a most effective teacher. While he was a strict disciplinarian, his patience and good humor endeared him to
his students and he was gifted in his ability to explain
mathematical concepts in a clear and understandable way.

Mr. Rumph was a member of St. John's
Methodist Church, was active in politics at the local
level, and had a long-standing interest in the Campfire
Girls. He served for a number of years as an officer
and financial consultant of the Albuquerque Campfire
Council and was active in the selection and purchase of
camp sites for that organization.
He will be greatly missed by the University and by the community he served so faithfully.

..

Mr. Chairman, I move this Minute be adopted
by the Faculty, and the Secretary be instructed to send
a copy to Mrs. Rumph.

15
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POPEJOY You have heard t he motion .
favor, indicat e by saying " aye . "

FACULTY

Al l in

Aye.

POPEJOY The next item is a proposed change o f
name for undergraduate d egrees in music and music education. Dean Adams.
DEAN ADAMS Mr. President, in presenting this
I am speaking for both the College of Fine Arts and the
College of Education. This is a change in nomenclature
alone, not a change in substance. It is outlined on the
first sheet attached to the Agenda. I move that the
names of these degrees be changed to Bachelor of Music
and Bachelor of Music Education 1 respectively. If there
are questions, they can be addressed to Mr. Blankenship,
who is Chairman of the Department of Music.
DEAN FITZ
'"

:

Change of
Name of
Bachelor
Degrees in
Music and
Music Education

Second.

(

POPEJOY Are there any questions?
favor, indicate by saying "aye."
FACULTY

•• All in

Aye.

POPEJOY Opposed? •• carried. The next is a
proposed change in Law School graduation requirements.
Dean Christopher.
DEAN CHRISTOPHER The Law Faculty recommends
that the total hours for graduation from the Law School
be increased from 83 to 86 hours, to be effective for
all people entering, including graduate students, next
September -- including transfer students as of next
September. This will not increase in any way the amount
of time spent in Law School; it will merely require students to have one additional course in order to graduate.
This is in line with what other law schools are doing
Illinois, 90, Texas 89, and so on. Mr. President, I
move the acceptance of this recommendation.
POPEJOY

Is there a second?

PROFESSOR SELINGER

Second.

Ch a nge in
Gr a du a t e
Requ irement
of Law School

16
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POPEJOY Is there any discussion? •• All in favor
of the motion, indicat e with the usual sign.
FACULTY

Aye.

POPEJOY Opposed? •• Carried.
Item 5 on the
Agenda is a proposed new department in the College of
Education. Dean Travelstead.
DEAN TRAVELSTEAD Mr. President, members of the
Faculty. On behalf of the College of Education and the
Faculty of the College of Education, I recommend that this
general Faculty approve the establishment of this new
department. The information relating to it has been
included in your papers and, for the reasons given on
that 4th sheet, we think this department should be established, and I recommend it to this Faculty. If there
are questions about these points, either Dr. Keppers or
I will . be glad to answer.
POPEJOY

Any questions?

PROFESSOR ZINTZ
recommendation.

I move the adoption of this

PROFESSORS HUBER and ELSER
POPEJOY

Second.

The matter is open for discussion.

DEAN SPRINGER Mr. Chairman, why is the timing
set to start this effective with Semester II, 1965-66?
I would like to know.
TRAVELSTEAD We would like the move to be made,
to have lists that would be affected to be so listed in
the new catalog that comes out in the spring.
It is not
imperative that it be done the second semester. It was
felt it would be more helpful to us if it were, because
there are some administrative matters to take care of
yet.
If it is a major point, the College would not feel
strongly about it.
POPEJOY I think it was the factor of requiring
publication in the catalog.
SEVERAL MEMBERS

Question.

Question.

New De partment
(Guidance
and Special
Education)
in College of
Education

~
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POPEJOY Are you ready for the question?
••
All in favor of the motion, indicate by saying "aye."
FACULTY

Aye.

POPEJOY Opposed? •• Carried. Now we come to
Item 6, the proposed policy on off-campus speakers.
Professor Weihofen for the Policy Committee.
WEIHOFEN Mr. President, the proposed statement
has been circulated; you have it; I won't take time to
undertake to paraphrase or summarize it, but it might be
worthwhile to take a few minutes to trace the development by which it got here.
It goes back a while -- well,
in the academic year 1963-64 the suggestion was agitated
and some high level discussions were carried on, largely
by Professor David Vernon in the Law Faculty, Professor
Carl Selinger, Dean Sherman Smith, and others. The result
of that was the appointment of the ad hoc committee specifically to consider whether a written statement of policy
on this subject of off-campus speakers would be helpful
and, if so, that committee was asked to draft such a
statement.
The committee was appointed a year and a
half ago, in May, 1964. It spent, I think it is correct
to say, the whole of the last academic year 1964-65 in
wrestling with the problem and formulated a statement
which was submitted to the Policy Committee and this
fall the Policy Committee has spent some time with it
and has made some revisions, I think it is correct to say,
almost wholly verbal -- not substantive -- and the Policy
Committee now submits it to the Faculty for your consideration.
I think, rather than my presenting it or adding
any further facts, I might do that by way of answering
any questions that come up.
POPEJOY

Do you want •••

WEIHOFEN In order to put it before you, I move
the approval or acceptance of this formulation.
POPEJOY
SELINGER

Is there a second?
Second.

Proposed
Policy on
Off-Campus
Speakers

1.8
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POPEJOY The matter is before you now for discussion and considerat ion.
PROFESSOR NORMAN I have two questions I would
like to address to Professor Weihofen on this proposed
policy. One has to do with the phrasing in paragraph
I.2, which says, "If any faculty member" -- I am emphasizing "any"; I know you are not, Henry -- "If any
faculty member consulted shall disapprove the invitation,
the reasons for such disapproval shall be indicated
along with the organization '·s reasons for desiring to
extend the invitation despite this disapproval." What I
would like to know is, why should one person be allowed
to block this particular on-going process? "Any faculty
member," it says on this consultant group.
WEIHOFEN Your question 1 I think, goes to the -the answer to the question goes to the whole setup we
have here. If you will read, written notice is one step
but neither at this step, nor is it correct to say,
hardly anywhere else is there a blocking or a veto or
a power to say flatly "no." The theory, really, is rather
that you have a procedure by which student organizations
are asked and, indeed, required to do this carefully, to
get the judgment of faculty advisers and perhaps others,
such as you mentioned -- to have that judgment, to weigh
it, and then decide what they want to do.
NORMAN In which case, why is one week allowedi
It seems like such a short time.

...

WEIHOFEN On the other hand, it could be called
a long time because sometimes they want to arrange a
meeting in a hurry. I don't know that there is any magic
in one week, but I don't know any better time. If you
are going to give notice so the Dean of Students is
notified, one week seems reasonable. Even that1 we felt
the danger was the other way, Professor Norman, that one
week may be too long. They can get their speaker only on
sudden notice and, therefore, we have the provision for
a waiver even of the one week's notice.
NORMAN
like to pursue.
MEMBER

I have still one more question I would

A little louder, please.
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NORMAN I have one more question I would like to
pursue, that is, item 4(c), which says that the Dean of
Students may require any or all of the following -- and
I am talking about (c), "That the meeting be closed to
persons other than students of the University, its faculty
and staff." It seems to me, if we are to be of educational value -- which is stressed several times in this
policy, aren't we out to educate the community as well?
As well as to people on the campus, these things should
be open to the community if they have educational value.
WEIHOFEN I think the Committee would agree,
normally, that would be so but it was felt there might
be -- after all, we are speaking in generalities here -all kinds of situations might arise and, therefore, under
one set of circumstances or another -- any one of these
three, a, b, or c, might seem appropriate. Off hand, I
can't think of a particular case in which (c) would seem
to be called for. The ad hoc committee that worked on
this did so in the light of current ferments and cases
and they had specific examples in mind. They must have
had one here, and if a member of that committee is
present, I would appreciate his enlightening us, but
I can well see there might be •••
SELINGER I was a member of the ad hoc committee. I think that, Ralph, your original comment, which
is a comment in one way or another expressed to me by
several members of the faculty -- I don't which to pass
on the reason, but we decided if there were substantial
educational value -- another term that has caused some
comment on the part of some people -- reflects I think
that the fact that the Policy Committee took the policy
submitted by the ad hoc committee, a policy that I think
is perfectly clear on the question with respect to substantial
educational value, that decision rests ultimately with
the students themselves. That was set forth in no uncertain terms in the preamble and that sentence was deleted
by the Policy Committee. Whether that represents a
quarrel as to whether that should be made by the students
themselves, or whether they thought that sentence unnecessary, I don't know.
In light of the reaction of faculty members who share with the members of the ad hoc
committee the belief that the decisions ought ultimately
to be made by the students, I think it is of great impor-

19
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tance that that sentence be restored. Therefore, I
would like to move to amend the policy by inserting at
the end of the preamble the language that was there when
the policy was given by the ad hoc committee to the
Policy Committee. The last sentence you have says,
"In view, however, of its basic educational function,
the University has the right to expect that presentations of off-campus speakers to the University community
will be of substantial educational value." I move to
amend the preamble to say, following that, "With regard
to speakers invited by students, this responsibility
rests ultimately on the students themselves."
I think, read in the light of that general
purpose, that these other provisions could answer any
question. Just as Ralph asked, why have all of these
reasons? You say to the students that they have to say
why they want a speaker, despite the fact you have to
set forth the reasons why a faculty member disapproves.
That was to assure responsible and thoughtful consideration by the students under this policy. It was the intention of no one, to my knowledge, on the ad hoc committee that anyone in Administration would sit back and
evaluate the merits of those reasons. We want the students to think about that; if they have, that is good
enough for us.

{

;.

The one question raised with reference
to closing, this arose, I might say, out of an incident
which occurred at Stanford University with reference to
a very controversial speaker who -- at this time I have
seen so many of these I am not quite sure -- was either
a fascist or communist, but they had a great deal of
difficulty with people, not part of the university
community, who actually broke up by violence his first
appearance on campus. Subsequently he was invited back
and the university adopted the policy of closing the
campus to non-university people. The speaker appeared
and there was no violence at all or disorder. This was
put in, I think, as an ultimate deterrent to be used
extremely rarely.
PROFESSOR HOYT I would like to second the
amendment offered by Professor Selinger.

2

11/9/65, p. 9

PROFESSOR FREEDMAN I would like to ask some
questions, not on the amendment, but the responsibility
for determining substantia l educat ional value on the
s t ud e nts?
MEMBER

Exactly.

FREEDMAN This is very curious. We have to
determine the substantial educational value of the
courses we teach, and in other departments and other
colleges, and we have been rather tolerant of what a
college wanted to do in some departments, and here we
are going to say they have to determine this, and
apparently they will be responsible for proving that
a speaker who is here has substantial educational value.
WEIHOFEN No, Morris, you are wrong. It is
not the responsibility of anyone to prove educational
value. The procedure is set up for them to direct
their attention and best judgment to this question.
The results of their serious attention and best judgment are not to be considered by anyone •••
FREEDMAN With this policy you can have it
vetoed by a faculty member.
WEIHOFEN

That is not so.

FREEDMAN

Or by the Dean of Students.

WEIHOFEN

No, sir.

FREEDMAN or in case of lack of sponsorship
by a chartered student organization, as I read the
statement, by the fact that they can't gather 300 signatures.

r

WEIHOFEN That may be part of the petiti_o n, but
your first two statements, whether they can have their
judgment questions or not, there is no provision for
questioning the ultimate result of the students' judgment
on substantial educational value of the speaker. It
says clearly, "Invitation shall be extended to a speaker
only after prior consultations with the organization's
faculty sponsor and such other members of the fa c ulty as
the sponsor shall recommend concerning the educational
value of the presentation.
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FREEDMAN That's correct and then it states that
faculty members can negate the educational value.
WEIHOFEN

Excuse me.

Can I try to set forth •••

FREEDMAN Well, if I misunderstand, I will be
very happy to be corrected.
WEIHOFEN We think -- our thinking was that a
great deal can be accomplished in terms of assuring
responsibility by requiring the students to consult and
talk with people who have information, who can give them
insight with reference to particular speakers. A great
deal can be done by requiring people to give reasons for
their judgment. This policy requires consultation, it
requires, where there is any dispute, the reasons for the
judgment. There is no one basis for judgment •
•c

...

C

PROFESSOR WOLF What about the last sentence
in paragraph 3, "Invitations should be issued only if the
sponsors believe the presentation will be of substantial
educational value." I think, here again, the faculty
made certain recommendations. The ad hoc committee
originally had that sentence following the first sentence
in paragraph 3 and I think, if read in that context -the first sentence says, "In exercising its responsibility, the organization should not accept speakers imposed
upon it by any outside organization, nor should the organization issue invitations merely as an accommodation
to anyone." Then, "Invitations should be issued only if
the sponsors believe the presentation will be of substantial educational value." Then, "Any casual spon orship would be a violation of this policy." It is simply
intended as the other side of the coin of a student
organization saying, "Oh, yes, happy to have you. You
want a favor? we•11 be happy to grant the favor. You
want a room? Right this way." So I think, in all of that,
the key word in that sentence, that bothered you, Tom
the key word is "believe." We want them to formulate
the belief, whether it is of substantial educational
value. How to do that is by consultation, by deciding
in the ordinary processes, that they want to have this
man -- not casually.
FREEDMAN Mr. President, may I speak to the
second point? I gather that Professor Selinger's amendment would apply to both chartered and non-chartered
student organizations?
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SELINGER

•

That's correct.

FREEDMAN The requirement that non-affiliated
students have to gather 300 signatures before inviting
a visiting speaker seems to me a virtual ban on
inviting the speaker, with or without a week's notice,
with or without substantial educational value. I remember when Michael Harrington, author of The Other American
and one of the persons responsible for the poverty program, happened to pass through town. All that was required was that a number of students, non-affiliated,
sponsored an address by him in the Union. Later there
was a gathering at the home of one of the students, he
spoke to the gathering, and they collected money to
defray the expenses of Harrington. And that particular
year, that was one of the most significant, I think,
educational and intellectual activities of the season.
An event of this sort would be impossible under the
present rules. There would be no way unless you went
out and drummed up 300 signatures by some kind of British
piracy enforcement. You couldn't get 300 students that
quickly; you couldn't get in Lance Pauley(?), or Edward
Teller, or any of the persqns who happen to pass through
Albuquerque on the way to Los Alamos, who happens to be
a controversial figure.
It seems to me there is a third reason.
One of those was defining educational value; the second
was the matter of there being a virtual ban on sponsored
meetings; but the third reason, I think the faculty
should not be involved in being asked to determine
student activities outside the curriculum. This does
not involve academic matters at all.
If this is a
proper concern of the general faculty, the President
notwithstanding, you wonder whether you are going to be
asked to exercise paternal prerogative to approve or
disappove social activities of the students. We all
know there is not a single fraternity or sorority on
campus that is totally integrated. If we are going to
be asked to pass on intellectual and political activities,
if it is appropriate for us to do this, why aren't we
being asked to pass on other activities as well?
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My own feeling in this thing is that we
have no more right to pass on one activity than on the
other activity. I really don't see why the Administration, right now, needs the faculty's what amounts
to moral support on this particular issue -- that is,
the Administration needs the faculty support. The
proposed rules can only stifle spontaneity, which is
one mark of education in general. The Administration
at this stage has proved to be wise and tolerant -they are certainly experienced -- and it seems to me
they could handle situations as they arose with the
necessary flexibility, imagination and courage without
having limiting rules likely to act to the detriment
of friendly inquiry rather than encourage it. I urge
that Part I of the statement be rejected in toto, without modification.
DEAN SMITH I think what Professor Freedman is
proposing is that the faculty pass the buck with reference to its legitimate concern about the extra-curricular
activities of students, which is one of the specific
areas of responsibility chargeable to the faculty in
its own Constitution. The history of this development
is interesting in its context. The thrust for an offcampus speaker policy was at the insistence of Dave
Vernon and Carl Selinger, and through the altogether
appropriate channel of the AAUP as a result of some
improvisation of a policy on speakers by me as Dean of
Students in December of 1963. This was in the case of
Billy James Hargis, who just wanted an audience and, I
suspect, a front to promote his Christian Crusade. I
said, "no." That is what kicked the whole thing off.
If you don't have a policy on off-campus
speakers -- and this University has had none for years
if you don't have a policy, then the only thing the
Administration can do is improvise policy as they go
and I submit, on the basis of some rather extensive
experience in this area, the improvisation is not
likely to be satisfactory to faculty, students, or
anybody else, nor is it likely to be consistent, but
it is the only alternative.
With respect to the first point Professor Freedman made, this is a serious one, having to do
with the ability of anybody to veto plans of students.

24
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and I think you are misreading the policy altogether.
The crux of the matter is · in the second paragraph under
(2}, on the first page.
"If any faculty member consulted shall disapprove the invitation, the reasons for
such disapproval shall be indicated along with the organizations• reasons for desiring to extend the invitation despite this disapproval," making sure they are
doing what they are intended to do, thinking seriously
about what they are doing.
If the faculty member consulted disapproves -- and that is our prerogative. We
are people with expertise on the subject of the speakers
then there is no provision at that point in the policy
or later, that faculty disapproval shall be a deterrent
to the organization's intention and plans. The Dean of
Students is not empowered to take the judgment of the
faculty member over that of the student organization.
It is simply a requirement that they do seek the judgment of, do consult with faculty members. The authority
of the Dean of Students under the policy runs entirely
to procedural matters. His authority to deny the
issuance of the invitation, which is in No. 5 on the
second page, is based on failure to comply with the abovestated procedures and that is all. It is a procedural
authority.
WOLF

What about 4?

SMITH I think this is quite substantially different from what you are talking about.
HOYT I was also on the committee which drafted
the policy in its original form.
I agree with Dr. Smith
that our intention was not to provide a veto over the
invitations by students. As I read over the policy as
it presently stands, I think it is not altogether clear
on that point. In several places it is not quite clear
and one is the point you have just been talking about,
"if any faculty member shall disapprove."
"Disapprove"
connotes that the person can deny the invitation.
I
think that was not meant and perhaps we could get over
that by saying, "advises against" instead of "disapproves."
I can offer these as amendments later on, but I would like
to run through them. Paragraph 3, "Invitations should be

26
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issued only if the sponsors believe the presentation
will be of substantial educational value." My understanding there, and here I think there is genuine
ambiguity -- my understanding was that by the "sponsors"
we meant the sponsoring organization, not the faculty
sponsor or faculty adviser. Again, I think that can
be cleared up by stating, "Invitations should be issued
only if the sponsoring organization believes • •
"
SMITH

That's right.

HOYT I think the paragraph does give the impression, a little bit, that a violation of the policy
may mean denial of the invi~tion. I think what I had
in mind was that the invitation could be denied only
in the event that it was a violation of paragraph 3.
In other words, the decision that this is of educational
value is to be made by the students but, if it must be
made on this basis, they must go on the line and say
they think it is of substantial educational value.
They shouldn't issue invitations on what are called
"paper sponsorships," in other words, accommodation
to somebody, or just say we will sponsor any invitation -- a blanket statement in advance. They must
feel that this presentation has substantial educational
value.
I ~hink we might get around that in
paragraph 5 by saying, "Violation of paragraph 3 above,"
or "Failure to comply with the procedures stated in
paragraphs 1 and 2 above shall justify denial of the
invitation."
I have one other comment, and that is
I think, when we come to the petitioning group, it ought
to be · clear that the petitioning group is entitled to
be treated, ad hoc, as a regular student organization
for the purpose of this presentation. This is just to
make it clear that they won't have to pay for the room,
which perhaps a non-regular organization might have to do.
If there is any support for these, I will
offer them as formal amendments.

-fA
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POPEJOY We have a motion, I believe, before
the house. Did you make a motion?
i:

SELINGER
POPEJOY

..

I made a motion to amend.
And there was a second, I believe.

FREEDMAN

May I ask for a point ••••

POPEJOY The matter before the house is your
proposed amendment.
FREEDMAN May I ask for a point of order?
There seem to be a series of amendments proposed.
POPEJOY Well, the statements made by Professor
Hoyt are merely suggestions.
FREEDMAN I wonder if I might amplify the motion
to refer the whole statement back to the committee to
incorporate s o me of the amendments and suggestions for
amendments made. Would that be in order now?
POPEJOY

I think that would be •• •

FREEDMAN I don't know whether the parliamentary procedure is •• •
POPEJOY I believe the Faculty itself can make
such a motion for referral . Now whether or not this can
be made when another motion is on the floor, which is
an amendment to a section of the proposal, I am not
certain. We will ask Mr . Durrie .
FREEDMAN

I will withdraw my question.

MR. DURRIE The Secretary defers to higher
authorities. I don't know the answer.
PAPCSY

In the spirit of that suggestion, I

move to table.

MEMBER

Second.

POPEJOY There is a motion to table the amendment to the motion. Is that what you are talking about?
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PAPCSY

The entire proposal.

WElHOFEN,_·. Mr. Chairman, I am sure I speak for the
whole Committee in saying if you are going to refer
this back to us, we would prefer you tell us what you
want us to do with it •
•

MEMBER

That's right.

FREEDMAN Let me say one thing:
I don't understand this. You say the ultimate responsibility here is
with the student, yet you require the "Good Housekeeping"
seal of approval by the signature of a faculty member, who
has to certify to it. Well, if the ultimate responsibility
is that of the student, why do we need the "Good Housekeeping" seal of approval?
WEIHOFEN

I don't know what you have reference

to.
SMITH I do. This is the point I tried to make
clear a while ago. The procedure requires the student
organization to consult their faculty sponsor, or others
whom he suggests. The report, or the recommendation, of
the faculty members is to be transmitted to the Dean of
Students.
If the organization wishes to proceed over
his disapproval, all it has to do is say so, and the
whole purpose of the maneuver is to ask the organization
to think carefully about it.
POPEJOY The chair asks for a point of order.
Dr. Papcsy, you got us in this situation.
PAPCSY I accept that as the awarding of a
degree, right here and now.
POPEJOY You made a motion, I think, and it was
seconded some place.
MEMBER
POPEJOY

And it is not debatable, Mr. President.
And it is not debatable.

PROFESSOR HUBER Mr. President, wasn't the
previous motion to re-commit •••
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DURRIE

No, that was withdrawn.

PROFESSOR STEGER I would like to ask Mr. Papcsy
a question. May I do that? I think it is clear that a
lot of opinions need to be expressed in this matter. I
think it is clear the Policy Committee may learn something about what the faculty wants if we let the discussion proceed.
I really feel it is the best procedure
to have a long discussion, then refer it back to the
Committee. I am asking you to withdraw your motion, to
let the discussion continue.
PAPCSY I will if I am sure that this isn't an
intramural fight between the committee that presented it
to the Policy Committee, but it seems as if there is
even misunderstanding by the committee that prepared it
and the committee that reviewed it. Now if that exists,
I think they should get together, then resubmit it to us.
If that is not the case, I will be glad to withdraw.
POPEJOY

Let me make a suggestion.

PROFESSOR HAMILTON As Chairman, may I state
there is no intramural fight between the ad hoc committee
and the Policy Committee. I was Chairman of that committee and I assure you, whatever the ruckus is, it isn't
that. As I came over today I was being stoned by both
sides.
POPEJOY Let me make a suggestion. We have
never had an audience this large in quite a while. It
seems to me it would be a shape for this group to go
home, and I believe the Policy Committee would benefit
personally from a discussion of this matter1 so if you
don't mind I would like to suggest that you get this
motion off the table so that we can go ahead with the
discussion if that seems in order.
PAPCSY
POPEJOY
HUBER

On your advice, I will withdraw.
Is that all right with the second?
I think we have to withdraw the second,

too.

..

SECOND MEMBER

Fine.
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HUBER First, I suggest we go along in an
orderly fashion and proceed with Professor Selinger's
amendment; then that that Professor Hoyt wants to
make.
POPEJOY I would like to have the faculty
agree they want to proceed with suggestions on all
matters, then possibly refer it to the Policy Committee for presentation at another time. That seemed to
be the last suggestion we had.
SELINGER Mr. President, I think it is terribly important, before it goes back to a faculty
committee, if it is going back, that question of
whether or not there is to be some kind of administrative veto on any kind of student presentation. I
understand some people think there ought to be and,
if there is a real dispute about that, I think that somehow ~e ought to raise that issue, so the Policy Committee
knows. Does the faculty want some kind of administrative
veto on speakers, no matter how much the students thought
about it, or do you not want the veto. I would like to
be sure it is included in the amendment I offered that
there shall be no veto on the part of speakers that the
students have seriously considered.
FREEDMAN May I ask Professors Hoyt, Selinger
or Smith -- they have explained the matter of substantial
educational value and some of the other details, what
about the requirement of having non-affiliated students
get 300 signatures? I understand that 8 students are all
that is required to present it for a chartered organization.
Here 8 students don't have to get 300 signatures if they
are chartered but 8 students that aren't chartered have
to get 300 signatures so this, in effect, is a virtual
ban on their opportunity to arrange for a speaker on
campus.
SMITH I would say not. I think they could get
300 signatures to burn down the administration building.
PROFESSOR GREEN could we confine the discussion
to the amendment before us right now? We are veering off
in the discussion, and I would like to see this one cleared
up.
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POPEJOY There is a motion to amend, and it has
been seconded.
I wonder if it would be appropriate, in
view of some of the questions raised, for me to read that
section of the Faculty Constitution referring to the
matter, in regard to the power of the faculty to act
under these circumstances. Would you like that?
SEVERAL MEMBERS

Yes.

POPEJOY I don't think it is necessary to read
all the paragraph, because it has eight different functions, or responsibilities, which have been delegated to
the Faculty by the Regents.
"The University Faculty
shall have the right of review and final action in
regard to the following:
(1) Formulation of institutuional aims • • • " -- going on down -(6) Regulation affecting student life and activities • • • ". That
is the part of the Constitution which gives the faculty
authority to move in the direction that they want to move
as far as the regulation of student activities may be
concerned.
It also provides that actions taken by the
University Faculty shall be subject to the authority of
the Regents in matters involving finance, personnel, and
general University policy. Are there any questions on
this particular section?
11 • • •

PROFESSOR IVINS Mr. President, may I suggest
-- not move, but make a suggestion directed to Mr.
Selinger's remarks and amendment, both of which made
great sense to me -- suggest that the President ex rcise
his prerogative and ask for a show of hands to find out
if there is actually a division on the point that Mr.
Selinger raised.
In other words, is there an issue at
this point?
POPEJOY I am willing to take these informal
moves if it will facilitate matters, as long as we feel
there has been enough discussion on the subject.
HUBER Addressing myself to the amendment,
unless the Policy Committee takes the position that it
would not feel that the sentence that Professor Selinger
has added by way of amendment was important, that it would
not have any substantive merit, then I submit perhaps
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Professor Hamilton is in error when he says the Policy
Committee does not have any fight or argument with the
ad hoc committee. Therefore, I do believe there is an
extremely important issue involved. I would like to see
the amendment debated, point 1. Point 2, I don't believe
that Professor Hoyt's suggestion should come as a later
amendment. Presumptively, it would really solve the
question I have regarding the meaning of the sentence
added by Professor Selinger to the preamble because if
you say that the Dean of Students only can act when the
violation is failure to comply with above stated procedJ.re, and limit it to paragraph number 3, paragraph 3 is
not really procedural at all. Paragraph 3 .: is extremely
substantive. It makes a great deal of difference as to
whether the Dean of Students says, "I believe the invitation is casual," or "I believe it is important." If
you mean "procedural," then it should say that the Dean
of Students' prerogative is limited to the violation of
his orders under (4) -- this is (4), a, band c. If they
violate it, or number (2), where the procedure is for the
one week notification, the "in writing," the consultation,
et cetera, rather than (3).
If you include (3) with
Professor Selinger's amendment, you have abrogated the
preamble that we wish to include.
(Applause from the
members.)
SELINGER I agree with Professor Huber until
the last sentence. I think Professor Huber has very
usefully pointed out two major issues, maybe two -- at
least two where there ought to be involvement by the
faculty.
In the first place, the issue of whether any
ultimate censure on a speaker or the content of a talk
should exist, and whether that rests ultimately on some
committee or the students themselves -- I think that
issue can be completely taken care of by the preamble
language suggested.
The second issue Professor Huber raises
is very significant, but it is a separate issue. That
issue, assuming you have someone -- the Dean of Students,
I know, is not bent on violating a policy in letter as
well as in spirit. Then you have to decide whether you
want the Dean of Students, as the policy provides, to
be able to reject a speaker on the ground that this was
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a casual invitation -- not thought about by the students.
This policy allows the Dean of Students to reject a
speaker on that ground, and it is policy, not procedure.
Professor Huber is exactly right on that. The policy
submitted to us gives the Dean of Students the power to
s .a y, "no, because you have not followed the spirit of
this policy by simply casually and offhand, without
considering the matter, extended an invitation. This
might be administered in several ways.
We have had the issue come up on campus
lately of students volunteering the statement they were
lending their name. I suppose that kind of voluntary
statement would be an example. I know of a case, speaking
of student organizations, of a matter that ordinarily
would call for an executive committee meeting, or the
body of the entire membership to make a decision, but
in this instance the president, on his own without the
knowledge of anyone else in the organization, extends an
invitation. That, I think, is evidence of a case of
sponsorship not operating as a group, seriously making
a determination as to educational value. I think Professor Huber points up this serious second issue, but I
think it is separate and distinct, and can be handled
separately.
MEMBERS

Question.

Question.

SELINGER There is an even more complicated
aspect to the same question. That is, "the petitioning
group may appeal an adverse decision of the Dean of
Students to the Student Affairs Committee," which gives
the final determination. I would like someone to explain
to me the stated purpose of the Student Affairs Committee
and if this is consistent with that stated purpose.
POPEJOY

Who wants to volunteer the information?

SMITH I think I probably should be able to
respond. This was originally an advisory cornmittee to
the Dean of Students but the role has expanded, entirely
in accordance, thought, with that proscription, to include
the purpose of ruling on a wide variety of matters in the
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area of student government and student activities. It
is a standing committee of the faculty and of the
Associated Students, with five members drawn from each
body. There is nothing inconsistent in this responsibility with what it does as a rule. I meant to, a
while ago when I was up, point out how important this
paragraph numbered 3 is, the one dealing with casual
sponsorship. The ad hoc committee called it paper
sponsorship. Our real concern is with the organization
which does lend its sponsorship to anybody -- any student,
or group of students, whether a chartered organization or
not.
We have one student organization which
has as one of its expre·s sed purposes to provide an
opinion forum and, of course, in the past year this
has been interpreted by that organization in the broadest sort of way, up to including some films of rather
questionable merit -- which you may have heard about
last year, films which two faculty members assured me
were of great educational value.
PROFESSOR VARLEY I have been quite upset by
this policy proposal; I have talked to a lot of people
about it. When I first read it I was shocked and dismayed. Then I talked to the people involved in setting
it up. I remained dismayed but wasn't so shocked. I
think they, in good faith, tried to come up with an
answer to sane sticky problems. It seems to me this is
very awkward and cumbersone and, generally, an ineffective way to try to get the students to be serious and
responsible. It seems to me that the whole flavor of
this thing has an intimidating, punitive, vindictive
character to it that is hardly in accord with the preamble statements about interest in encouraging the spirit
of free inquiry. And the kind of thing I would like to
suggest -- incidentally, I would like to speak in support
of Professor Steger's suggestion. I like what he does -that is, talk about this with the thought of re-committing
it to the committee for review and perhaps change, but
my thinking on this whole issue boils down to this: I
think, in a society that cherishes freedom, liberty, and
so on, there ought to be some place in that society where
all thought about any issue can be expressed, and it seems

In\
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to me that there is no better place than in a university where, to be sure, we are not all rational, but
there is a tradition of rationality and fair debate
to operate in some degree or other. Actually, what
I would like to see happen is this University and, in
fact, all universities, to set up a kind of program
that involves a kind of "Hyde Park" arrangement where
administrative supervision would consist of making sure
that two groups weren't scheduled at the same time,
but that recognizes student -- or let's say university
and community organizations and personnel could get up
and say what they wanted to say about any issue.
Now I realize this doesn't resolve all
questions; I realize it isn't safe because you are
going to have irresponsible students and irresponsible
faculty, maybe even irresponsible administrators, taking
advantage of this, but this is the price you pay, it
seems to me, for having free inquiry and an open forum.
I think there is a problem -- I am not insensitive to
Dr. Smith's problem with Billy James Hargis. It seems
to me perhaps some thought ought to be turned to what
to do with outsiders who are not a part of the university
community that want to take advantage of university facilities. I don't have any answer for this, but I don't
think this is the answer. , I think that, if it comes
down to it, I am willing to pay the cost of paper
sponsorship of even Billy James Hargis, Lincoln Rockwell, or any other of these types, to make sure we don't
in effect intimidate the whole university community by
corning out with the specific details of this policy
proposed here.
(Applause from the members.)
PROFESSOR MAY I can see here a difficulty
with the technical societies. For instance, in our own
department we have the student society of the American
Society of Civil Engineers. We have a scheduled speaker
once a month -- have had for the last thirty to forty
years, and so far no riots, nothing.
MEMBER

Too bad.

MAY Maybe we should -- quite possibly we should
have, but we are interested mainly in the technical.
Let's assume that we have invited the District Engineer
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of the United States Bureau of Reclamation to be our
speaker -- and I see no reason why that should have to
be cleared through this process but, even if it were,
the District Engineer shows up at the meeting and he
has in tow the Chief Engineer of the Bureau of Reclamation, a man of outstanding integrity and ability who
just happened to fly into town, and I ask you, what
are we going to do? tell the Chief Engineer he cannot
speak to our students but his assistant can for one
hour? It would be utterly silly. We should have this
impromptu speaker, and allow an outstanding man to
speak to our students, and risk censure later on.
Thank you.
POPEJOY

Dr. Papcsy.

PAPCSY If and when the faculty gets through,
I renew my motion to table.
POPEJOY

Did I hear a motion to table?

PAPCSY That was conditional, if and when.
At the start I said, "if and when." If the President
feels this body has had sufficient time for discussion,
I would move to table the motion.
WOLF
MEMBER

I move to table without the condition.
Second again.

POPEJOY There is a motion somewhere, I didn't
see it, to table. Where is it?
HUBER

Point of clarification.

POPEJOY There is a motion to table, and there
is a second, too.
HUBER Point of clarification. It is not
debatable. What is the requirement to pass?
Is it
a majority or two-thirds?
MEMBER

Two-thirds.

DURRIE

Two-thirds.
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POPEJOY Mr. Durrie says it is two-thirds, as
well as some others. Are there any other questions in
regard to the motion? All in favor of the tabling action,
indicate by holding up their right hand.
DURRIE
POPEJOY
DURRIE
POPEJOY
MEMBER

(After counting)

46.

Those opposed?
(After counting)

56.

The motion is lost.
I call for the question on the amendment.

POPEJOY There has been a call for the question
on the amendment. Will you restate the amendment?
SELINGER The amendment is to add to the preamble
as a final sentence the following language.
"With regard
to speakers invited by students, this responsibility
rests ultimately with the students themselves."
MEMBER

Question.

POPEJOY Was it seconded? There is a request
for the vote. Are you ready to vote? All in favor of
the amendment, indicate by saying "aye."
FACULTY

Aye.

POPEJOY

Opposed?

SEVERAL MEMBERS
POPEJOY

No.

The "aye's" have it.

IVINS Mr. President, I move, in light of the
discussion and the success of the amendment, that the
whole policy statement now be referred back to the Policy
Committee.
MEMBER

Second.
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POPEJOY There is a motion to refer the policy
back to the committee. Any discussion on the motion?
WEIHOFEN

r
(

Mr. Chairman .••

FREEDMAN I would just like to suggest that the
committee canvasAthe faculty and students for their
views.
I know that was done in t~e past but, so far,
the canvassing hasn't been as complete as it has been
in the past, but when there is such a range of opinion,
such strong opinion, and the possibilities come up like
Professor May just suggested •.•
PROFESSOR DAVISON I think it is very important
to have prior settling of a question which came up last
year with the DuBois group. We really can't vote intelligently until we know what constitutes a chartered organization. We should be able not to vote on this until we
know what the policy is on chartered organizations; then
we can vote intelligently.
POPEJOY
now, or •••
SMITH

Would you like to have that explained

I think perhaps I can.

WEIHOFEN May I state, by way of information,
there is another ad hoc committee at work on that subject
now. This ad hoc committee, which you are considering,
and the Policy Committee both spent some time on that and
we felt that is a separate subject. Who should be
chartered gets off into an entirely different question
and we felt the work of this committee, authorized a year
and a half ago, should not be held up while this new
committee, which is only now starting to function, and
I presume will take its year of time to function •••
PROFESSOR BLUM Mr. Chairman, I want to ask
Wlether, in fact, this policy would apply to regular
department colloquy, as Professor May seems to be
worried about?
WEIHOFEN
SMITH
colloquy.

I didn't understand.

This doesn't apply to regular department
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WEIHOFEN This is student.
If the University,
or a department of the University undertakes a function, that is not covered here at all.
BLUM I would also like to know, Professor
Weihofen, whether the number 300 in this policy was
recommended by the ad hoc committee?
WEIHOFEN Yes. Practically everything in here
is from the ad hoc committee.
POPEJOY
HAMILTON
mysterious 300?
BLUM

...

Professor Hamilton.
May I speak to this matter of the

Please do • .

HAMILTON This came up in a discussion of the
ad hoc committee, which included two student representatives, and the faculty members themselves thought 300
was quite high. The reqUirement of the petition was
merely to ascertain there were enough students in the
University who were interested in hearing the speaker
-- in other words, it didn't consist of one person.
There was also an escape valve. The students themselves
raised this and wanted this route as an alternative to
chartered organizations to meet the demands of students
who might want a speaker on a one time basis but didn't
have a chartered organization to sponsor it, so we asked,
wasn't 300 a little large? In fact, in the history of
this, this little section happened to have been written
by the students themselves -- Dan Dennison, now President
of the student body, Mark Thompson, at that time in Law
School and very legally minded. Someone raised the
question that we felt 300 was an awful lot of students,
and both these two and last year's student body president
and vice-president, whom I consulted on it, assured us
that 300 was no problem at all -- no problem to get 300
in the Student Union any time.
If you feel it is an
impossible number it can be changed. We are not stuck
on it.
It is not something that we did a great mathematical formula on.
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PROFESSOR ROSENZWEIG I would like to say one
other thing in connection with the 300. Sure you can
get 300 signatures anytime in the Student Union at the
lunch hour, but I wonder just how casual a sponsorship
that might be.
HOYT On the point raised by Professor Davison,
I would like to say that some of us on the ad hoc commitee agreed, and we had a footnote when we sent the
policy to the Policy Committee which said, "this
statement of policy assumes that student organizations
representing all shades of beliefs and ideologies will
be chartered."

t

PROFESSOR COTTRELL In the spirit of what
Professor Varley had to say a while ago, I am wondering,
once we straighten out paragraph 3 of Item I, if 2 and 4
aren't really superfluous and shouldn't be removed
entirely, and Item 5 undergo considerable revision. If
we are trying to give the Policy Committee some direction of what to do with this, I really sense that 2 and
4 have too much of the flavor of a priori reasoning.
I stand opposed to them also because paragraph 3, concerning casual sponsorship, is adequate and the Dean of
Students has complete freedom, if in his opinion it is
casually sponsored, to censure the organization later.
I think there should be some sort of indication of
support of the faculty with respect to these, but I
sincerely feel that I would like to see items 2 and 4 of
Section I removed in their entirety.
FREEDMAN I have a question simply of what is
meant by casual sponsorship, and what is wrong with it?
That is, why can't a casually sponsored speaker be of
substantial educational value? I think Professor Varley's point, listening to anyone might turn out to be
of great educational value, regardless of how casual the
sponsorship . I don't understand the objection. As
Professor Rosenzweig pointed out on the 300 signatures,
if they can be gotten that easily, certainly it would be
very casual indeed.
SMITH In answer to that, Professor Freedman,
if the sponsorship is sufficiently casual, you have no
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policy. You might just as well forget it.
If sponsorship is totally casual, if a student organization too
readily sponsors anybody, then there is no policy.
FREEDMAN
BLUM

That is a policy.

Isn't it anyone who wants to speak can

speak?
FREEDMAN That's right.
(Professor Freedman
made some further remarks, containing a reference to
Billy James Hargis, which the reporter could not hear.)
•••
If the students want to hear him on some question
and he wants to speak
but that is a policy.
VARLEY That is stated in Section 3, if I understand it rightly.
POPEJOY

Professor Logan.

PROFESSOR LOGAN It seems to me what this
faculty sounds like they want to do is favor the preamble
as amended •••
MEMBERS Hear.
LOGAN ••• and that is our policy. And in the
line of then giving instructions back to the Committee,
that seems to me what they are saying they really believe
in, and stop it there.
GREEN We have had a lot of discussion. Professor Varley spoke and there was applause, but no method of
showing exactly how the faculty felt about this.
I would
be glad to turn the floor over to Professor Varley if he
would care to make a motion, or I would make one. Do
you •••
VARLEY I don't have anything. Is there a motion
on the floor? Does the motion to refer precede the motion
to amend? I am not sure it does.
DURRIE
POPEJOY
is right.

You voted on that.
There is a motion on the floor.

That
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WEIHOFEN
POPEJOY

What?
The motion to refer is on the floor.

GREEN I would like to make a motion to amend,
so mine will wait.
PROFESSOR IKLE I do believe the motion now is
merely to refer it back to the Committee, and I think
this is perhaps the best thing to take the question on.
POPEJOY
' IKLE

You are calling for the question?

Yes, please.

POPEJOY Are you ready to vote on the motion,
the motion to refer to the Policy Committee for additional study.? • • All in favor indicate by saying "aye."

FACULTY

Aye.

POPEJOY

Opposed?

SEVERAL MEMBERS
POPEJOY
Committee.

No.

The matter is referred to the Policy

GREEN Is it in order to discuss this matter
further after the referral? In particular, may I ask is
it in order to find out to what degree Professor Varley's
comments meet with the approval of the faculty, because
we have not had a chance to do so.

T

POPEJOY I believe the chair has to rule that
the matter has been referred back to the Committee and
the matter to which you make reference now is not on the
agenda. That seems the reasonable approach, without any
thought of cutting off this point of view. The subject
seems to have come to the surface. If you would have
points you would like to make of this nature, if Professor Varley has a point he would like to make again in
regard to this matter, I am sure the Policy Committee
would be glad to hear it from any one of this faculty
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either in the form of a written memorandum or an
appearance before they Policy Committee as they work
on this document for future consideration. Does that
seem a fit arrangement?
We do have two other items on the agenda.
I am wondering how serious -- how much more time you want
to spend on the agenda today.
MEMBER
HUBER
MEMBER

I move they be deferred.
Second.
I move we adjourn.

POPEJOY There are two motions having the same
purpose. Is there a second to both motions?
SEVERAL MEMBERS

Second.

POPEJOY There has been a motion to adjourn,
and a motion to postpone the remaining items. All in
favor of both of them, indicate by saying "aye."

FACULTY

Aye.

POPEJOY

The meeting is adjourned.

Adjournment, 5:25 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

A.J.
John N. Durrie,
Secretary
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PROPOSED CHANGE OF NAME FOR UNDERGRADUATE DEGREES
IN MUSIC AND MUSIC EDUCATION

On December 2, 1964, the College of Fine Arts faculty approved
a reconunendation to change the name of the bachelor's degrees
granted to students majoring in music and music education from
Bachelor of Fine Arts in Music to Bachelor of Music and Bachelor
of Music Education, respectively.
On May 25, 1965, the College of Education faculty approved a
recommendation to change the name of the bachelor's degree
granted to students majoring in music education from Bachelor
of Education to Bachelor of Music Education.
The principal reasons for these changes are the following:
1. To provide a more descriptive title in relation to
degree content.

2. To provide titles related to and consistent with
degrees presently granted at the graduate level: Master of
Music and Master of Music Education.
3. To provide for the granting of the same degree to
all students majoring in music education, whether enrolled in
the College of Fine Arts or in the College of Education.
4. To conform to national practice in the field of music.
The Bachelor of Music and Bachelor of Music Education are the
degrees offered by most of the leading schools of music and are
the degrees recommended by the National Association of Schools
of Music for its member schools. The University of New Mexico
is a member of NASM.
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CHANGE

graduation
October 8,
this total
transfers)
1966.

I;·.

LA./ SCHOOL GRADUATION REQUIRE!VEiJT

The law school now requires a total of 83 semester hours for
(bulletin , p. 16, line 2). At a regular faculty meeting on
1965, the full faculty voted unanimously to recommend that
be increased to 86 hours, applicable to students ( including
who enter this law school on and after t he fall semester,

This action was brought about due to the belief by the law
faculty that we should increase the total nun1ber of hours which are
required of a law student during his minimum of six semesters. Our
maximum load is normally 15 semester hours, and the new requirement
would enable a student to graduate in six seresters with an average
load slightly under 15. Other law schools quite generally require more
than the 83 hours . As examples: Vanderbilt requires 88 hours; the
University of Illinois, 90 hours; University of Texas, 89 hours :
University of Virginia, 90 hours; University of Washin¢;on, 90 hours ;
Duke, 84 hours; Colorado, 90 hours . It is possible that the law
faculty will recorrmend a further increase some years hence, but it was
thought that the present increase was sufficient at the present time.

10/20/65
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RECOMMENDATION FOR ESTABLISHING A
DEPARTMENT OF GUIDANCE AND SPECIAL EDUCATION
It is recommended that a new department be organized in the College
of Education to be known as the Department of Guidance and Special
Education, with Dr. George L. Keppers tG be the clrairrnanf~.This-move
will consolidate under one department the work of guidance and
counseling and special education (designed for children and youth
with special needs -- gifted, mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed, etc.). These programs are currently being offered in the
Departments of Educational and Administrative Services and Elementary
Education, respectively.
The reasons for establishing this department are as follows:
1.

Graduate programs are presently being offered in guidance
and counseling at the master's, sixth year, and doctoral
level.a.and enrollment in these programs has increased markedly
in recent years.

2.

The College of Education is expanding its offerings in
special education, financed in part by two program-development grants from federal funds.
(Teaching Emotionally
Disturbed and Mentally Retarded).

3.

With additional offerings in special education, it is
anticipated that students will then be able to receive
preparation at the graduate (master's, sixth year, and
doctoral) as well as at the undergraduate level.

4.

These programs (guidance and special education) are closely
related to one another at the preparation as well as at
the application level. Both programs make extensive use
of the Manzanita Center (now operated by the College of
Education) as a training facility by cooperating in diagnosing and treating individuals needing special attention.

5.

The guidance and counseling program has been under Dr. Keppers'
supervision for the past nine years, and he is currently
director of Manzanita Center.

6.

The establishment of this department should provide more
direction for the development of course offerings and supervision of various activities in guidance and special education.

7.

The preparation of personnel in guidance and special education
is being encouraged and supported at the federal, state, and
local levels. This new department would provide more direct
communication with all agencies interested in or responsible
for these programs.

8.

This move will provide students with an opportunity to
identify more closely with a specific program.

It is recommended that this department be established, effective
Semester II, 1965-66.
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POLICY ON OFF-CAMPUS SPEAKERS
It is the policy of the University of New Mexico to encourage the
spirit of free inquiry on the campus while providing for its exercise in an orderly manner. The University has confidence in the
ability of its students to evaluate properly any and all beliefs
and ideologies that may be expressed in University facilities by
off-campus speakers. In view, however, of its basic educational
function, the University has the right to expect that presentations
of off-campus speakers to the University community will be of substantial educational value.
I.

Off-Campus Speakers Sponsored by Students
Chartered student organizations may present off-campus
speakers on University facilities subject to the following
policies and procedures:
1.

Invitation shall be extended to a speaker only after
prior consultations with the organization's faculty
sponsor and such other members of the faculty as the
sponsor shall recommend concerning the educational
value of the presentation.

2.

Not less thau one week before making final commitments
or publicizing the meeting, the principal officer of
the organization shall submit in writing to the Dean
of Students a notification of intention to invite
an off-campus speaker. The notification shall contain
the following information: name of organization; name
of speaker and the organization he represents if any;
subject of the speech and format of the meeting;
proposed date of meeting; audience to be addressed;
University facility sought to be used; whether any
money is to be collected; and the signature of
faculty members cons~lted. If the invitation has
been approved by all faculty members consulted, the
notification shall so indicate.
If any faculty member consulted shall disapprove the
invitation, the reasons for such disapproval shall
be indicated along with the organization's reasons
for desiring to extend the invitation despite this
disapproval. The requirement of one week's notice
may be waived at the discretion of the Dean of
Students.

3.

In exercising its responsibility, the organization
should not accept speakers imposed upon it by any
outside organization, nor should the organization
issue invitations merely as an accommodation to
anyone. Any casual sponsorship would be a violat ion
of this policy. Invitations should be issued only if
the sponsors believe the presentation will be of substantial educational value.
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Policy on Off-Campus Speakers - 2
4.

5.

Whenever the Dean of Students considers it appropriate in
furtherance of educational objectives, he may require any
or all of the following:
a.

That the meeting be chaired by a tenure member of
the faculty.

b.

That the speaker be subject to questions from the audience.

c.

That the meeting be closed to persons other than students
of the University, its faculty and staff.

An organization 1 s violation of this policy or failure to
comply with the above-stated procedures shall justify
denial by the Dean of Students of the invitation, and
suspension of the organization's right to extend invitations to off-campus speakers for a stated period. The
organization or the petitioning group may appeal an adverse
decision of the Dean of Students to the Student Affairs
Committee which shall meet at the earliest opportunity.
In the absence of sponsorship by a chartered student
organization or other University authority, invitation
of a speaker may be initiated by a petition to the Dean
of Students. Such petition must contain a full statement
of the reasons why the proposed speech would be of substantial educational value, and it shall bear the signature of 300 students, The first five signers shall constitute a committee responsible for arrangements, and the
first signer shall be chairman. They shall comply with
the provisiorf3in paragraphs 2 through 4 above insofar as
applicable, and they shall satisfy the Dean of Students
that funds are on hand to pay all expenses involved.

II.

Non-Sponsored Off-Campus _Speakers
The University does not have responsibility of providing a
hall for all speakers who desire to use University facilities.
Facilities for non-affiliated or non-sponsored speakers on
political and controversial issues will not normally be made
available except for candidates for state and national political
office. Exception will also be made for speakers who address
closed
audiences of oraanizations
which
use University faciJ.i•
J
•
ties on an invitational or rental basis.

